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1nc coop advantage
1. States will inevitably co-operate over space

Yasuhito Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies, December 2010, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”
The Obama NSP clearly recognizes that international cooperation is vital in addressing these challenges. It states that not only the USA but other countries also share the responsibility and “calls on all nations to work together to adopt approaches for responsible activity in space.” Also, the section on international cooperation in the inter-sectoral guidelines specifies that the USA will pursue bilateral and multilateral TCBMs “to encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” Now it is increasingly important for the USA to go beyond its traditional cooperation with allies and partners, and to expand cooperation with virtually all nations. Thus, the Obama administration sees international cooperation as a “key cornerstone” of its NSP not only to take advantage of growing opportunities, but also to maintain both US primacy in space, and the safety and security of space. For the USA now, international cooperation has been evolving from “nice to do” to “must do” status.

2. Co-operation now—National Space Policy

Amy Klamper, Staff writer for Space News, 7-2-2010, “International Cooperation Emphasis of Obama Space Policy”

WASHINGTON — U.S. President Barack Obama’s new National Space Policy covers myriad issues and activities, from remote sensing to licensing of space-based nuclear power systems, but its emphasis on international cooperation has garnered the loudest response so far, particularly from those who criticized what they saw as a unilateralist slant in the previous administration’s space policy. The cooperation envisioned under the new policy extends well beyond space exploration to include debris mitigation and collision avoidance, missile warning and arms control, according to White House officials and summary documents. Unveiled June 28, the policy supersedes 2006 guidance issued by then-U.S. President George W. Bush, which placed a strong emphasis on ensuring U.S. freedom of action in space. Obama’s space policy reserves America’s right to protect its space systems, but also leaves the door open to international discussions aimed at limiting space-based weapons, something the Bush administration rejected on grounds that such arrangements would be difficult if not impossible to verify. The new policy also invites outside participation in developing key technologies for deep space exploration. 

3. Plan undermines multilateralism—perception is key
Marcia Smith, editor of Space Policy Online, Space Policy, Vol. 27(1), 1-14-2011, “President Obama’s National Space Policy: A change in tone and a focus on space sustainability” 

The paradigm shift became evident long before the policy was released. In October 2009, in a speech to the UN First Committee, the US alternate representative, Garold Larsen, expressed what has become a common refrain in US space policy circles today, namely that space is “congested, competitive, and contested” [3]. Over succeeding months national security officials began speaking about how the USA cannot do everything on its own. For example, General James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in May 2010: Reality is that we don’t fight alone, we don’t deter alone, we don’t assure alone. Everything is done in partnerships. Everything is in coalitions. We [think we] have to have the only capability; we have to fill every rung on the ladder with the best capability in the world. We can’t afford it, nor can we do it. There are other very capable nations out there very willing to partner up. We’ve got to make sure that our strategy is inclusive. You cannot afford to do everything yourself. We are not an island [4]. Thus, a major thrust of the new US policy is working together with like-minded countries in using space and treating space as a global commons for which all are responsible. 2. Implementing the new policy A policy, of course, is just words on paper- the real point is how it is implemented. But perception is key and the Obama policy clearly wants to convey that the USA is willing not only to talk, but to listen, and to find mechanisms for ensuring space sustainability. In a real sense implementation will have to happen on an international basis. If other countries do not agree that space sustainability is a critical need, the USA cannot do it alone. “Sustainability” has become the keyword and while it is not defined in the policy, that means all the stakeholders will have the opportunity to discuss what it is and what is needed to achieve it. Non-US policy makers may have as much influence on the implementation of these aspects of the policy as their American colleagues. Europe already deserves a lot of credit for its draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. A revised version was released at a meeting at the UN in October 2010 [5].  Pg. 20-21
2nc coop adv—xt 1
States tend towards co-operation—laundry list of reasons
James Moltz, Prof @ Naval Postgrad School, Journal of Contemporary China, Vol 26(68), 2011, pg. 69-87

But the increasing crowding of space itself, the need for improved control over debris, and expanded efforts to avoid collisions are providing top-down pressures on all countries—regardless of region—to cooperate more closely in ‘managing’ space. While relatively autonomous policies were possible in the early decades of space activity, recent events (such as the 2007 Chinese ASAT test and the 2009 Iridium–Cosmos collision) and the resultant increase in orbital debris have forced countries and their militaries to begin thinking more collectively about space. The recent willingness of the US Air Force to expand its international data sharing on conjunction analysis regarding space debris and satellite collisions marks a significant evolution in American thinking. China’s restraint from conducting additional kinetic ASAT tests since 2007 may be part of the same learning curve. These factors suggest that increasing cooperation and transparency may yet emerge in the coming years, since states recognize that the alternative is the possible loss of safe access to low-Earth orbital space.

2nc coop adv—xt 2

Extend 1nc 2—international cooperation is already high in the squo—multiple warrants

a. National Space Policy
Yasuhito Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies, December 2010, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”
This paper aims to analyze the new US National Space Policy (NSP) and examine its relevance to Asia. President Barack Obama announced the new NSP in June 2010, after inviting wide speculation on how the new administration wanted to define its NSP. The NSP is a comprehensive document which stipulates principles, goals and inter-sectoral and sectoral guidelines for space activities; it can be analyzed from various perspectives. Above all, the NSP’s great emphasis on the importance of international cooperation has significant meaning for Asia. The USA has a long history of international space cooperation, especially in the field of civil space, and past administrations also pledged the promotion of international cooperation in their NSPs. Even the former Bush administration’s NSP, which was sometimes regarded as a product of unilateralism, included “cooperation with other nations” as one of the principles of US space programs and activities.1 Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2 pg. 3 

b. DOD proves
Henry Kenyon, Senior Writer for Government Computer News, 3-17-2011, “DOD wants space assets more secure, resilient to attack” 

DOD is following strategic approaches to support the administration's policy by promoting the peaceful use of space and partnering with other nations, Schaffer said. She noted that DOD is working to defend national space assets and that the National Security Space Strategy calls for more resilient systems and capabilities that would function even when they are degraded by an attack or jamming. The administration’s space policy seeks to meet the challenges of a space environment that is changing politically and physically. The policy stresses international cooperation while setting goals for developing a more robust and capable national infrastructure to support commercial and government space activities. Outlining the administration’s goals, Chirag Parikh, director of space policy at the National Security Council, said one of the main thrusts of the new National Space Policy was to energize and maintain a competitive domestic space industry that would help reinforce the commercial space and national industrial base. The policy also stresses international cooperation on the national and commercial levels. Parikh added that unlike most previous national space policies, the Obama administration's approach looks at the ground segment required to support the national satellite industry and its space assets. Besides emphasizing partnerships at the international and corporate levels, the policy also stresses the responsible use of space. Parikh said more nations and corporate entities are now launching spacecraft, a trend that makes it necessary to press for international guidelines on a range of issues, including safe and responsible launch and space operations and proper disposal of satellites and space debris.

2nc coop adv—xt 3

Plan undermines domestic will for co-operation—US actions spill over

Yasuhito Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies, December 2010, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”
Leveraging the increasing opportunities to work together with other countries is not the only aim of the NSP. The changing environment of space activities has pressured the USA into undertaking a more intensified policy of international cooperation. One reason the USA needs cooperation is closely connected to the fear of weakening US primacy in space. Along with the USSR (Russia), the USA has been the leading space power and, especially after the Soviet breakup, it has enjoyed a huge advantage in this field. In 2009 it is estimated that the US government space budget ($64.42 billion) accounted for a quarter of the global space economy ($261.61 billion) and about three-quarters of aggregate world government space budgets ($86.17 billion).5 The current US primacy in space is, however, no longer secure and is challenged by budget pressures and growing competition. The push for more budget cuts is especially apparent in the national security space sector. In June 2010 Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intention to save over $100 billion of the defense budget over a five-year period starting from fiscal year 2012 and this is where the space-related budget is expected to suffer.6 In addition, the proliferation of space activities has intensified heated competition in space. For example, the US Global Positioning System (GPS) has been widely used as the “gold standard” for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) and generated huge positive economic effects.7 Nevertheless, other countries have recently been preparing their own global navigation satellite systems (GNSS). Russia is rebuilding its Glonass constellation, which aims to be fully operational by the end of 2010.8 European countries are funding the Galileo system, which is scheduled to be partially operational in 2014.9 China is also constructing the Beidou/Compass system, which is intended to achieve global coverage by around 2020.10 These systems are designed to be dual-use and are sure to have great impact on related markets. Under these circumstances the USA is attempting to maintain its primacy in space by utilizing increased international cooperation and collaboration. Michael Nacht, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Affairs, stated in May 2010 that expectations of flat to declining military space budgets in the next couple of years is the motivation for enhancing international cooperation.11 Furthermore, while space is becoming a more competitive domain where other nations are increasing their presence, the USA seems to be aiming to shape the direction of global space activities in its favor and to expand its market opportunities through cooperation with other nations. In the case of space-based PNT, the new NSP stipulates that, for the purpose of maintaining US leadership in this area, the country shall “engage with foreign GNSS providers to encourage compatibility and interoperability, promote transparency in civil service provision, and enable market access for US industry.” Pg. 3 // 
1nc leadership adv
1. Shuttle program not key to leadership—no reason to build a new shuttle
Anatoly Zak, reporter, space historian and journalist, 2-4-2010, “End of Constellation: It is Not All Doom and Gloom”, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/sei_end.html

Obviously, for every space enthusiast around the world, it would be sad to see any major space exploration effort to be axed in a budget crunch. The frustration of legislators representing congressional districts with heavy involvement into a discontinued federal project is also understandable. However there is a silver lining. Every failure presents a new opportunity and even more so does the inevitable demise of the Constellation program. NASA still can make it right, make it big, and remain a leader in space, if it chooses to do so. First of all, the Obama administration promised to increase overall NASA funding, which along with recovering economy, puts the US space agency in a very strong position for drawing up an aggressive future strategy in space. The goal of going to the Moon itself has not been abandoned but only postponed, likely for a historically insignificant period of time. In the meantime, NASA and all its international partners will be able to send their astronauts to the International Space Station, ISS, to conduct scientific research and built foundation for human ventures beyond the Earth orbit. The fact that US astronauts will temporarily fly to the ISS onboard Russian spacecraft, should bother no one but isolationists and nationalists. It is much more tragic that under funding restraints of the Constellation program, a brand-new space station -- the largest and most complex man-made structure in orbit -- would have to be dumped into the ocean as soon as 2015. Perhaps, it still would not be the most unprecedented waste of taxpayers’ money in the history of space program – just ask the developers of the Soviet N1 moon rocket and the Energia-Buran system. (Both were abandoned practically on the launch pad, after years of colossal efforts.) 
1nc leadership adv

2. Unilateralism is bad in the context of space—counterbalancing

Andrew Buncombe, Writer for the Independent, 10-19-2006, “Space: America’s New War Zone, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/space-americas-new-war-zone-420692.html
The Bush administration has staked an aggressive new claim to dominate space - rejecting any new treaties that seek to limit the United States' extraterrestrial activities and warning that it will oppose any nations that try to get in its way. A new policy recently signed by President George Bush, asserts that his country has the right to conduct whatever research, development and "other activities" in space that it deems necessary for its own national interests. The new policy further warns that the US will take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities "and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile" to those interests. The document adds: "Space activities have improved life in the United States and around the world, enhancing security, protecting lives and the environment, speeding information flow serving as an engine for economic growth and revolutionizing the way people view their world and the cosmos." "Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power." In some respects the policy represents the space equivalent of the "Bush Doctrine" national security policy initially outlined by Mr. Bush in a speech at West Point military academy in June 2002. At that event - and later more formally codified - Mr. Bush said the new US policy would place more emphasis on military pre-emption and unilateral actions. Some experts believe the space directive, discreetly published more than a week ago and barely noticed outside specialist circles, puts the US on a new and dangerous course given that it transports "Bush Doctrine" policy to a new arena and rejects any efforts to limit US behaviour. "I think that saying we will not have any limits on our actions is quite dangerous," said Theresa Hitchens, director of the Washington-based Centre for Defence Information. "It claims no one can prohibit our rights but it also denies rights to [others]. "You would think that we would have learnt our lessons about the danger of military pre-emptive action and unilateralism in Iraq yet we are repeating the same policy towards space." In part the new directive builds on the space policy of the Clinton administration. But some believe its new, hardline rhetoric will increase international suspicions that the US is seeking to develop and deploy weapons in space. "The Clinton administration opened the door to developing space weapons but that administration never did anything about it. The Bush policy now goes further," Michael Krepon, of the Stimson Centre, told The Washington Post. Mr. Bush's attitude to space has always been more ambitious than that of his predecessor. In 2004 he outlined a vision to restart sending astronauts to the Moon, and even to Mars. In the same year the US Air Force published a highly controversial plan for establishing weapons in space, amid speculation that advanced lasers, spacecraft and space-based weapons firing 100kg tungsten bolts were being developed. And earlier this year it was revealed that the Pentagon was seeking hundreds of millions of dollars from Congress to test and develop space weapons. In those portions of the new policy document that have been made public, there is no specific mention of the weaponization of space. It says the US's priorities are to "strengthen the nation's space leadership" and to enable "unhindered US operations in and through space to defend our interests there". But the policy also claims that national security is "critically" dependent upon space capabilities. As a result it calls on the Defence Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, and the Director of National Intelligence, John Negroponte, to "develop and deploy space capabilities that sustain US advantage and support defence and intelligence transformations". In recent years some nations have called for talks to ban the deployment of weapons in space. Currently the deployment of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction are prohibited by the 1967 United Nations Outer Space Treaty. When proposals to ban the weaponization of space have been put forward at the UN, the United States has routinely abstained. But last October the US voted against a UN resolution calling for the banning of weapons in space. Likewise, the US has repeatedly resisted efforts to hold negotiations on the issue of banning the placement in weapons by the Geneva-based Conference on Disarmament. Wade Boese of the Arms Control Association said the language in the new policy was "much more hard line" than any that previously existed. He added: "We believe that this allergy to treaties is counter-productive. The US has the most to lose if there is an arms race in outer space in the long run. If the US [puts weapons in space], other countries will respond in some way." A spokesman for the White House's National Security Council said in a statement that the policy was needed to "reflect the fact that space has become an even more important component of US economic, national and homeland security".
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3. Alt cause—aging workforce
AIAA, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, 2003, Informational Paper, “Recruiting, Retaining, and Developing a World-Class Aerospace Workforce” 

Aerospace represents about $200 billion (or 1.5%) of the domestic economy and in 1997 provided a $56 billion positive trade balance. The aerospace workforce is the foundation of the industry’s success, yet unique workforce demographics present challenges. Figure 1 1 shows the age distribution of the aerospace business workforce compared to the total U.S. workforce. Up to half of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within five years. Aerospace workforce composition does not match national demographic averages. Compared to the total US workforce, the aerospace industry and NASA have a disproportionately large percentage of workers aged 40-55, and a disproportionately small percentage of workers younger than 40. Student loans, research dollars to support universities, and service scholarships can provide incentives for younger workers to consider aerospace and join the industry.

4. Space isn’t key to multilateralism. Their Newton and Griffin evidence says that lack of US support for a space program means that other allies abandon their space program, which contradicts their AP evidence saying Russia and China are continuing their programs 

5. Any new shuttle program would take atleast 10 years to build—and contractors are comparatively better
AFP Staff Writers, Space Travel: Exploration and Tourism, 7-3-2011, “High costs, mixed record for US space shuttle”

"I think it was a mistake made back in 1970s to build the program totally around the shuttle -- at least the human space program totally around the shuttle," he said. "It should have been viewed as a first generation experiment... and replaced it a long time ago... probably in the early 1990s after 10 or 15 years of operation." Logsdon noted that the decision to build the International Space Station was made in 1984 under the administration of then president Ronald Reagan, who wanted it built in a decade. As it happened, construction on the orbiting space lab did not start until 1998, and the process took the better part of 12 years. "As long as the US was paying for the shuttle and the ISS there really was no money to develop a replacement vehicle because there was not an enough strong political commitment to provide the resources needed to do that, both," Logsdon said. With the shuttle program ending, the United States is left with no way to transport astronauts to space until a replacement vehicle can be built by private industry, a process that could take up to 10 years. NASA chiefs say the end of the shuttle program was inevitable, and that better future spacecraft can be built in cooperation with enterprising competitor companies like Boeing, SpaceX and Sierra Nevada. 

6. The shuttle failed—dangerous, ineffective, and no perception of credibility was sent 
Seth Borenstein, Science Writer for the Associated Press, Huffington Post, 7-15-2011, “Space Shuttle's Legacy: Soaring In Orbit And Costs”

The space shuttle was sold to America as cheap, safe and reliable. It was none of those. It cost $196 billion over 40 years, ended the lives of 14 astronauts and managed to make less than half the flights promised. Yet despite all that, there were some big achievements that weren't promised: major scientific advances, stunning photos of the cosmos, a high-flying vehicle of diplomacy that helped bring Cold War enemies closer, and something to brag about. Former President George H.W. Bush, who oversaw the early flights, said the shuttle program "authored a truly inspiring chapter in the history of human exploration." NASA's first space shuttle flight was in April 1981. The 135th and final launch is set for July 8. Once Atlantis lands at the end of a 12-day mission, it and the other two remaining shuttles are officially museum pieces - more expensive than any paintings. America has done far more for far less. The total price tag for the program was more than twice the $90 billion NASA originally calculated. The nation spent more on the space shuttle than the combined cost of soaring to the moon, creating the atom bomb, and digging the Panama Canal, according to an analysis by The Associated Press using figures from NASA and the Smithsonian Institution and adjusting for inflation. Even its most ardent supporters concede that the shuttle program never lived up to its initial promise. The selling point when it was conceived four decades ago was that with weekly launches, getting into space would be relatively inexpensive and safe. That wasn't the case. "But there is no embarrassment in setting the bar impossibly high and then failing to clear it," said former astronaut Duane Carey, who flew in 2002. "What matters is that we strived mightily to do so - and we did strive mightily. The main legacy left by the shuttle program is that of a magnificent failure." Advertisement Of the five shuttles built, two were lost in fiery tragedies. The most shuttle flights taken in one year was nine - far from the promised 50. The program also managed to make blasting into space seem everyday dull by going to the same place over and over again. Shuttles circled the planet 20,830 times, but went nowhere really new. The shuttle's epitaph is "we tried," said Hans Mark, a former deputy NASA administrator who oversaw most of the first dozen launches. Six years ago, then-NASA chief Michael Griffin even called the shuttle program a mistake. 

2nc leadership adv—xt 1
NASA’s agenda checks—other space program inevitable 
Frank Mace, columnist on the Harvard Political Review, 2-7-2011, “In Defense of the Obama Space Exploration Plan” 
Finally, Obama’s plan deftly prioritizes national inspiration over simple nationalism. He argues “exploration will once more inspire wonder in a new generation—sparking passions and launching careers . . . because, ultimately, if we fail to press forward in the pursuit of discovery, we are ceding our future and we are ceding that essential element of the American character.” And this plan is not lacking in inspiration capability. It calls for innovation to build a rocket at least two years earlier than under the Constellation program. This point alone negates the three astronauts’ criticism that many years will be “required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded.” Crewed missions into deep space by 2025. Crewed missions to asteroids. Crewed missions into Mars orbit by the 2030s. A landing on mars to follow. This plan will truly continue NASA’s history of inspiring the people, especially the youth, of the United States.

1nc stem cp

Text: The United States federal government should establish proficiency standards in S.T.E.M (science technology, engineering, and mathematics) education as under Title I.

STEM key to aerospace

Michaela Platzer, Former VP of Research at American Electronics Association, December 2009, “U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospects,”  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40967.pdf

The aerospace industry confronts a considerable workforce challenge, which is part of an overall problem in the U.S. science and technology workforce. The industry claims that the United States is not producing enough qualified workers to meet the needs of aerospace companies, and not enough students are opting for science and engineering careers. The number of students receiving engineering bachelor’s degrees dropped by 11% between 1986 and 2006, but more recent data indicate a change in this trend, with engineering degrees conferred to undergraduates up 14% since 2000.46 In addition, the current aerospace industry workforce is aging, with an increase in retirements projected in coming years. According to Aviation Week’s 2009 Workforce Study, the average age of the broad U.S. aerospace and defense industry workforce is 45, with an average age of 43 among engineers.47 Boeing reports the average age of today’s aerospace engineer at 54 years, which is even older.48 A 2008 report by the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics found that 26% of aerospace professionals will be eligible to retire this year, and potential additional retirements of “baby-boom” personnel will create a virtual “silver tsunami” of skilled workforce reduction.49 As a consequence, there is concern among aerospace companies that they are rapidly losing their institutional knowledge base. At the same time, the industry is finding it difficult to replenish its workforce with a younger engineering base. Significant competition for the small pool of technically trained aerospace talent comes from other industries, such as information technology and financial services, and increasingly other countries. 
stem cp—solves s+t
CP motivates STEM participation—key to innovation and industry

Robert Zubrin, major planner behind the Mars Direct, aerospace engineer, PhD nuclear engineering from Univ. of Washington, Journal of Cosmology, November 2010, “Human Mars Exploration: The Time Is Now”

Reason # 2: For the Challenge. Nations, like people, thrive on challenge and decay without it. The space program itself needs challenge. Consider: Between 1961 and 1973, under the impetus of the Moon race, NASA produced a rate of technological innovation several orders of magnitude greater than that it has shown since, for an average budget in real dollars virtually the same as that today ($19 billion in 2010 dollars). Why? Because it had a goal that made its reach exceed its grasp. It is not necessary to develop anything new if you are not doing anything new. Far from being a waste of money, forcing NASA to take on the challenge of Mars is the key to giving the nation a real technological return for its space dollar. A humans-to-Mars program would also be an challenge to adventure to every child in the country: "Learn your science and you can become part of pioneering a new world." There will be over 100 million kids in our nation's schools over the next ten years. If a Mars program were to inspire just an extra 1% of them to scientific educations, the net result would be 1 million more scientists, engineers, inventors, medical researchers and doctors, making innovations that create new industries, finding new medical cures, strengthening national defense, and increasing national income to an extent that dwarfs the expenditures of the Mars program.

stem cp—solves jobs

CP is key to aerospace industry and jobs—key to the workforce 

Edward E. Gordon is an internationally recognized researcher, writer, and speaker on workforce development, education reform, literacy, and history, “U.S. Skill Shortages and Unemployment: The Current American Paradox” April 2010
In 2005 my book, The 2010 Meltdown: Solving the Impending Jobs Crisis, predicted skilled worker shortages on a global scale. One prominent economist told this author, “I don’t believe in meltdowns!” Today executives ask me, “How do you feel now that your predictions are coming true?” Yet currently the U.S. unemployment rate remains at 9.7 percent (11 million workers). Over 40 percent or about 6 million Americans have been unemployed for six months or longer. The average length of joblessness is over 31 weeks, the highest level since record keeping began in 1948. How can we make sense of this skills and unemployment paradox? Gerald F. Seib noted in his April 2 Wall Street Journal column, “[T]he long-term unemployment problem fits into a long-term pattern in which the old job skills of many Americans no longer match the job requirements in an information-age economy.” An analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data on unemployment by educational level points to the same conclusion. The March 2010 rates were consistent with what has been reported since the beginning of the recession. The unemployment rate was 14.5% for high school dropouts, contrasted with 10.8% for high school graduates; 8.2% for those with Associate’s degrees or certificates; and 4.9% for those with Bachelor’s degrees or higher. In 1950 the majority of U.S. jobs had no special skill requirements. By 2010 about 70 percent of good-paying jobs require specialized education and training beyond high school. This is one of the principal reasons America now faces a “jobless” recovery. The skills of many American no longer match much of the U.S. labor market requirements. Many economists believe that the only way the U.S. can grow and pay for the entitlement shortfalls and mounting government deficits at the federal, state, and local levels will be through exporting high-value, high-tech products. This means the United States must remain a world leader in research and development and the output of aerospace, IT, nano-tech, bio-tech, new materials, and green technology products and services. But where are the skilled American workers with the required talent? U. S. manufacturing utilization capacity was 69 percent in February 2010, which is 10.2 percentage points below its average from 1972 to 2009. Yet up to 33 percent of surveyed businesses reported a lack of qualified applicants to fill these jobs. Global economist Morris R. Beschloss states, “Continued avoidance of broadening the base of U.S.-made manufactured products by the current administration will neither utilize existing facilities nor lead to expansion investment.” Until now U.S. businesses have bridged this skills deficit by using the twin talent safety valves of importing educated workers or exporting high-pay/high-skills jobs wherever they could find a skilled talent pool. These talent safety valves are beginning to fail. Talent supplies are in rapid flux all over the world. The populations of Japan, South Korea, and many European nations are in decline. Two prominent suppliers of skilled workers, India and China, are moving into more sophisticated high-tech manufacturing or IT services and encountering shortages of engineers, scientists, and technicians with the requisite educational preparation due to inadequate standards for institutions of higher learning. To build a U.S. knowledge economy, we must look beyond short-term thinking and solutions in all sectors of American society. Large parts of the U.S. education system are broken. Top-ranked American colleges and universities remain preeminent. They still attract the world’s most brilliant scholars. In sharp contrast, U.S. elementary and secondary schools largely remain rooted in an outdated 20th-centry labor-market era. Too many students are dropping out, many because they don’t see a connection between what they are learning in school and real life. Too many students are not proficient in math, reading, and writing. They do not receive information about in-demand occupations and the skills required for them. Businesses and schools are largely operating in separate spheres. 

stem cp—solves jobs—a2:delay

STEM works well in the short term to gain government STEM jobs.

Brian Burnsed is an education reporter at U.S. News and World Report, 2011, “Combating Students' Disinterest in the Sciences” http://www.usnews.com/education/best-colleges/articles/2011/05/23/combating-students-disinterest-in-the-sciences)

 American students may be intimidated by the potential of spending their professional lives solving complex derivatives or may see little glamour in sporting a lab coat to work. No matter the reason, it's clear that there's declining interest among teenagers in pursuing careers in the fields of science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM), surveys indicate. 
 In a survey of 533 high school students nationwide conducted in April jointly by the University of the Sciences in Philadelphia and Harris Interactive, 49 percent of respondents said they were "definitely not" or "probably not" planning on pursuing a career in science or healthcare. This marks an 8.9 percent increase in disinterest compared to a similar survey conducted last year. Though half of the students indicated they might pursue a career in the sciences, "might" is the key word, says Russell DiGate, provost of the University of the Sciences. A lesser percentage of semi-interested students will actually have a career in a scientific field, he claims.  While interest is waning, demand is rising sharply—driven by the ongoing wave of baby boomer retirements and new technologies that create more STEM-centric jobs, DiGate notes. In fact, about a third of the nation's fastest growing jobs are in STEM-related fields, such as healthcare and computer science, according to projections from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. "There are literally millions of new and pre-existing jobs that are going to be available to our kids," DiGate says. "A lot of [their reluctance] is fear of science being hard or ... feel[ing] they're not good enough at it … Just because something is hard doesn't mean you don't do it."  In an effort to combat the diminished interest in STEM among America's youth, government programs are offering financial rewards for those who choose to solve equations and analyze compounds in their professional lives. The SMART Scholarship program offered by the Department of Defense, for instance, provides a full scholarship and paid internship at the DOD, among other benefits, for any American student who pursues a STEM degree at the undergraduate or graduate level. After receiving their diplomas, students are required to work for the DOD, spending, at the very least, a year in the job for each academic year they received the scholarship.  Additionally, the Robert Noyce Teacher Scholarship Program provided by the National Science Foundation offers varying levels of scholarship money for STEM majors who parlay their degree into a job teaching their field at the K-12 level. Other scholarship and loan forgiveness programs targeting STEM students were approved for funding by the 2007 America COMPETES Act, which was intended to disburse as much as $60 billion in incentives for STEM students and professionals. However, with numerous programs being slashed in recent federal budget cuts, the program hasn't received anywhere near the proposed levels of funding, says James Brown, executive director of the STEM Education Coalition, a Washington, D.C.-based STEM advocacy group. "A victory in this moment means that your program is not getting cut," he adds.  The growth of STEM on the state and university level can be spurred, at least in part, by incentives from major employers. Brown points to a Volkswagen plant built in Tennessee, which produced its first consumer car in April. The German automaker picked Tennessee, in part, because the state government guaranteed it could stock the plant with skilled STEM workers who were either trained at state universities or plucked from outside the state to fill any shortages. "[States' STEM initiatives] are driven by CEOs saying, 'We need this to be competitive,'" Brown says.  
stem cp—solves military

Science and tech is key to a competitive advantage—assures US primacy

Alan L. Gropman is a distinguished professor of national security policy at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University, “Waning Education Standards Threaten U.S. Competitiveness,” June 2010 http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2008/June/Pages/Waning2235.aspx] 

High-quality education is absolutely critical to national security, and the United States must soon address a number of challenges in its educational system if it wants to maintain a competitive edge in the global economy and in key technologies. Of concern is that U.S. student scores are lagging behind other nations in critical areas such as math, science and reading, concluded a study by the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. A group of U.S. and foreign military officers and civilians completed the study last year after visiting dozens of educational organizations in the United States and abroad. The study highlighted the dichotomy between the way educational achievement is measured in the United States versus international standards. In the United States, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires states to develop challenging, coherent, and rigorous academic standards in reading and math, and then demonstrate mastery of those standards. The law required a “highly qualified” teacher in every classroom by the end of 2006, but this requirement was not met and is being addressed in the reauthorization debate. The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), known as the “Nation’s Report Card,” measures the proficiency of fourth, eighth, and 12th grade students in mathematics, science and reading. During the period 1990-2005, NAEP test results showed positive performance trends. In contrast to the national standards measured by NAEP, a comparison of U.S. scores against international standards is not as positive. The Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) test was developed by education professionals from many countries. In 2003, students from 46 countries took the test. U.S. scores lagged behind those of other nations. Another international education assessment tool, the Program for International Student Assessment, tests 15 year olds from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development member countries on math, science, and reading literacy. In the latest test in 2003, U.S. students scored below the international average and did significantly worse than students from 20 of the 30 participating countries. Some experts believe the United States is losing its competitive and comparative advantage because of globalization and the associated gains achieved by other nations, the ICAF study pointed out. In this context, competitiveness applies to both hard and soft power aspects of national security. With respect to hard power, scholars have said that a decline in the quality of math and science education in the United States is partly responsible for the loss of economic and technological advantage. A key challenge in this area is the lack of degreed math and science teachers in U.S. secondary schools. In 2004, more than 31 percent of high school students were taught math by a teacher without a major, minor, or certification in that area. The numbers are even worse in the sciences — 45 percent with degrees in biology, 61 percent in chemistry, and 67 percent in physics, the study said. The soft power knowledge gap is evidenced in the low international ranking of U.S. students in history and geography. The U.S. education system also lacks adequate capacity to offer courses in strategic languages and where language courses are offered, they are rarely mandatory. As a result of these trends and the international threats to economic and technical superiority, the United States should consider the need for greater federal involvement in education, said the ICAF study. This involvement can be accomplished by leveraging federal budget authority and by encouraging appropriate state and local actions. 
stem cp—solves military

STEM is key to heg
Ken Gorrell, defense contractor, 4-8-2007, “U.S. Math Woes Add Up to Big Trouble,” http://www.massachusetts.edu/stem/stem_math_woes.html
There is a war raging all around us, a war the United States cannot afford to lose. No one has died in this war, and no one is likely to. But there are casualties. The injuries are mental rather than physical, but the suffering is lifelong. I'm not referring to the global war on terror or the war on drugs. I'm talking about the mathematics war. While the United States is the world's only superpower militarily, mathematically we are a second-rate power, and losing ground every year. In the math war, the superpowers are Singapore, Korea, Japan, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Belgium. In assessment after assessment, those countries prove that their weapons - fourth, eighth and 12th graders - are more accurate and advanced than our own. Their strategies are more focused. Their national resolve is stronger. The debate in this country about mathematics education and curricula has been termed the math wars, but it is in reality a generally civil disagreement. There are two distinct sides in the debate, which for simplicity's sake I'll label "reformers" and "traditionalists." Because I subscribe to the BLUF principle - Bottom Line Up Front - I'll tell you now that I side with the traditionalists. In this forum, I can't possibly present all the relevant information necessary for you to make an informed decision on this issue. My goal is to pique your interest so that you will want to become better informed, will want to take a stand. Why? Because the issue is critical to our nation's ability to remain an economically advanced world power. Let's face it: Math whizzes in Taiwan or Belgium will get good jobs in the global economy, but they are not going to grow up to become taxpaying supporters of the American baby-boomers' social safety net. Only American math whizzes can be counted on to do that. We need to grow our own. A bit of context is important. The reformers, representing the education establishment, believe learning "process" is more important than memorizing core knowledge. They see self-discovery as more important than getting the right answer. For them it's the journey, not the destination. Traditionalists, consisting mainly of parent groups and mathematicians, advocate teaching the traditional algorithms. They advocate clear, concrete standards based on actually solving math problems. The destination - getting the right answer - is important to traditionalists.
stem cp—solves leadership

Leadership on the brink—education is key

Angela Traurig and Rich Feller 10 (Amber Traurig is an Education Specialist for the San Miguel Resource Center and Rich Feller, Ph.D., is a Professor, Counseling and Career Development University Distinguished Teaching Scholar at Colorado State University at Fort Collins, “Preparing Students for STEM Careers” http://stemcareer.com/stemwpfolder/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/Preparing-Students-for-STEM-Careers-9-2-10.pdf)  “The growth paradigm that has driven our economy for the past generation is exhausted” (Palley, 2008, p. B10). 
Yet the demand for skilled workers in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) is closely linked to global competitiveness.  How can counselors (and those advising students) inspire students to solve problems in the frontiers of alternative energy, climate change, nanotechnology and space exploration, while promoting STEM careers…that is a key question in career development. Friedman (2008) suggests that energy technologies (ET) can solve worldwide environmental issues and create the economic stimulus needed to rebuild America. Yet, the lack of gender and ethnic diversity of students entering STEM educational programs and career fields present additional challenges. Using creativity and innovation to address these challenges is critical to providing career development. The National Academies (National Academy of Science, the National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine, 2007), noted the rapid erosion in the U.S’s competitiveness in science and technology—and thus in the U. S. as a global economic leader. They cautioned that the U.S. position as a global leader may be (is being) abruptly lost without a greatly expanded commitment to achieving success in advanced education in science, technology, math, and engineering. The National Science Foundation state: In the 21st century, scientific and technological innovations have become increasingly important as we face the benefits and challenges of both globalization and a knowledge-based economy. To succeed in this new information-based and highly technological society, all students need to develop their capabilities in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) to levels much beyond what was considered acceptable in the past. (p.1) Not enough young people are being educating or inspired about interest in advanced math, science, technology, and engineering or gaining the skills for informed citizenry.  “The education in American junior high schools, in particular, seems to be a black hole that is sapping the interest of young people, particularly young women, when it comes to the sciences”. (Friedman, 2005, p.351)    Technology is pervasive in almost every aspect of daily life, and as the workplace changes, STEM knowledge and skills grow in importance for a variety of workers (not just for mathematicians and scientists) (The Center for Education Policy Analysis, 2008).   In addition to STEM knowledge, the ways in which problems are approached and solved in these subjects are increasingly necessary for workers (The Center for Education Policy Analysis, 2008).    
stem cp—maybe 1nc quality ev

STEM education solves innovation, aerospace industry, defense, and competitiveness
Rick Stephens, Senior VP of HR and Administration at Boeing, Chairman of the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), Testimony to the House Science and Technology Committee, AIA, February 2010
In my industry, the Aviation Week 2009 Workforce Study (conducted in cooperation with the Aerospace Industries Association, American Institute of Aeronautics & Astronautics, and the National Defense Industries Association) indicates aerospace companies that are hiring need systems engineers, aerospace engineers, mechanical engineers, programming/software engineers and program managers. Today, across the aerospace industry, the average age of the workforce continues to increase, and expectations are that approximately 20 percent of our current technical talent will be eligible to retire within 3 the next three years. As a result, in the very near future, our companies and our nation’s aerospace programs will need tens of thousands of engineers—in addition to those joining the workforce today. These are becoming difficult jobs to fill not because there is a labor shortage but because there is a skills shortage: Our industry needs more innovative young scientists, technologists, engineers, and mathematicians to replace our disproportionately large (compared to the total U.S. workforce) population of Baby Boomers as they retire. At the same time that retirements are increasing, the number of American workers with STEM degrees is declining, as the National Science Board pointed out in 2008. This skills shortage is a global concern across the board in all high-tech sectors—public as well as private. But it is especially acute in the U.S. defense industry because many government programs carry security requirements that can be fulfilled only by workers who are U.S. citizens. According to the Aviation Week 2009 Workforce Study, of the positions open in the aerospace and defense industry in 2009, 66.5 percent required U.S. citizenship. Yet only 5 percent of U.S. bachelor’s degrees are in engineering, compared with 20 percent in Asia, for example. Meanwhile, in 2007, foreign students received 4 percent of science and engineering bachelor’s degrees, 24 percent of science and engineering master’s degrees, and 33 percent of science and engineering doctoral degrees awarded in the United States, according to the National Science Board. And most foreign students who earn undergraduate and graduate degrees from U.S. institutions are not eligible for U.S. security clearances. Clearly, the throughput of our U.S. STEM pipeline carries serious implications for our national security, our competitiveness as a nation, and our defense industrial base. 

stem cp—a2: funds now

Current programs aren’t enough—and they’ll go down from there

School News Wire 3-2-2011 (http://www.eschoolnews.com/2011/03/02/survey-districts-lack-stem-funding-professional-development/, “Survey: Districts lack STEM funding, professional development”)
Though STEM educators highly value technology’s presence and potential in the classroom, they cited a lack of funding and professional development for teachers as two major roadblocks in creating 21st century classrooms in their districts, according to a new survey from research and consulting firm Interactive Educational Systems Design. The 2011 National Survey on STEM Education was conducted in December 2010, and 515 educators responded to the survey, which was a follow-up to a similar March 2010 survey. A majority of survey respondents, when asked to identify the three most important challenges facing K-12 science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) education in the U.S., chose STEM funding (74 percent), a low number of qualified STEM education teachers (55.9 percent), and insufficient STEM professional development for teachers (54.6 percent). 

1nc h-1b cp

Text: The United States federal government should lift the cap on H-1B Visas.
Current restrictions drive away skilled workers
Huma Khan, columnist at ABC, ABC News Online, 4-21-2010, “Shooting Itself in the Foot': Is U.S. Turning Away Entrepreneurs”
A report conducted last year found that more foreign students than in the past wanted to return to their home countries after completing their education, worried about their visas and job opportunities. "We are suffering a massive reverse brain drain," said Vivek Wadhwa, a visiting scholar at Berkeley University and a senior research associate with the Labor and Worklife Program at Harvard Law School, who co-authored the report. "The best and the brightest don't see America as the best land of opportunity. They see equal or better opportunities back home." Another report by the Technology Policy Institute in 2009 found that in the absence of green card and H1B visa constraints, roughly 182,000 foreign graduates of U.S. colleges and universities in science, technology, engineering and math would have remained in the country. H1B visas are temporary work visas that allow foreign workers to remain in the United States for six years. The study found that these workers would have earned roughly $13.6 billion in 2008, raised the gross domestic product by that amount and would have contributed $2.7 billion to $3.6 billion to the economy. "Highly skilled immigrants contribute very strongly to economic activity and economic growth in particular in the innovation sectors," said senior fellow Arlene Holen, who directed the project. But because it's getting harder for this group of immigrants to stay in the United States legally, she said, "a lot of them come here and take higher education and then they leave. We don't let them stay. It's kind of a shooting yourself in the foot scenario." 
And, that undermines the aerospace industry
David Thompson, President of the AIAA AND Dr. Richard Aubrecht, VP of Strategy and Technology for Moon Inc., Federal News Service, 12-10-2009, “The Aerospace Workforce” 

And finally, despite our best efforts to increase the domestic supply of well-qualified aerospace engineers and scientists, it is AIAA's view that that alone will not be sufficient to fully address the problems that our country is going to face over the next decade or so.  And so we further advocate a reexamination of immigration laws and visa levels so that we can more effectively attract from around the world the best and brightest young people that want to come to our country and build their lives and careers here to strengthen our aerospace sector and the nation as a whole. In addition, within this general framework, AIAA and a number of other engineering societies across a variety of fields have advocated the pursuit of policies specifically focused on emphasizing the two middle initials in the STEM acronym, namely technology and engineering.  I think we are farther behind in those areas or we risk falling farther behind in those areas than we perhaps do in the bracketing letters of science and math. All are important, but as we look out over the next decade, the challenges in engineering and technology may even be worse -- more severe than the challenges in the basic sciences and math.  REP. EDWARDS: Thank you. And I'm sure we could go on but my time has expired, Madame Chairwoman.  REP. GIFFORDS: Dr. Aubrecht, did you want to add -- (inaudible)?  MR. AUBRECHT: Yes. Just to come back to the point that you made there in terms of immigration policy, we employ about 9,000 people in 26 countries around the world. We're headquartered in Buffalo, and that's where the center of our aerospace business is, but we've taken this technology into all kinds of other fields, and a number of cases where we'd like to bring people in from outside the U.S. and we just simply have a terrible time trying to get visas for these people to come in. So I don't think we're going to be able to meet the needs from a technological staffing standpoint unless you open up the immigration. People from all over the world would just love to come to the U.S. and work on these programs. This is where it's happening. But they just can't get the visas.
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Skilled S&T workers solve science diplomacy

Nina Fedoroff, Science and Technology Adviser to the Secretary of State and the Administrator of USAID, Testimony Before the House Science Subcommittee on Research and Science Education, 4-2-2008, http://www.state.gov/g/oes/rls/rm/102996.htm 

Chairman Baird, Ranking Member Ehlers, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to discuss science diplomacy at the U.S. Department of State. The U.S. is recognized globally for its leadership in science and technology. Our scientific strength is both a tool of ``soft power''--part of our strategic diplomatic arsenal--and a basis for creating partnerships with countries as they move beyond basic economic and social development. Science diplomacy is a central element of the Secretary's transformational diplomacy initiative, because science and technology are essential to achieving stability and strengthening failed and fragile states.   S&T advances have immediate and enormous influence on national and global economies, and thus on the international relations between societies. Nation states, nongovernmental organizations, and multinational corporations are largely shaped by their expertise in and access to intellectual and physical capital in science, technology, and engineering. Even as S&T advances of our modern era provide opportunities for economic prosperity, some also challenge the relative position of countries in the world order, and influence our social institutions and principles. America must remain at the forefront of this new world by maintaining its technological edge, and leading the way internationally through science diplomacy and engagement. The Public Diplomacy Role of Science   Science by its nature facilitates diplomacy because it strengthens political relationships, embodies powerful ideals, and creates opportunities for all. The global scientific community embraces principles Americans cherish: transparency, meritocracy, accountability, the objective evaluation of evidence, and broad and frequently democratic participation. Science is inherently democratic, respecting evidence and truth above all.   Science is also a common global language, able to bridge deep political and religious divides. Scientists share a common language. Scientific interactions serve to keep open lines of communication and cultural understanding. As scientists everywhere have a common evidentiary external reference system, members of ideologically divergent societies can use the common language of science to cooperatively address both domestic and the increasingly trans-national and global problems confronting humanity in the 21st century. There is a growing recognition that science and technology will increasingly drive the successful economies of the 21st century.   Science and technology provide an immeasurable benefit to the U.S. by bringing scientists and students here, especially from developing countries, where they see democracy in action, make friends in the international scientific community, become familiar with American technology, and contribute to the U.S. and global economy. For example, in 2005, over 50 percent of physical science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral researchers trained in the U.S. have been foreign nationals. Moreover, many foreign-born scientists who were educated and have worked in the U.S. eventually progress in their careers to hold influential positions in ministries and institutions both in this country and in their home countries. They also contribute to U.S. scientific and technologic development: According to the National Science Board's 2008 Science and Engineering Indicators, 47 percent of full-time doctoral science and engineering faculty in U.S. research institutions were foreign-born.   Finally, some types of science--particularly those that address the grand challenges in science and technology--are inherently international in scope and collaborative by necessity. The ITER Project, an international fusion research and development collaboration, is a product of the thaw in superpower relations between Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan. This reactor will harness the power of nuclear fusion as a possible new and viable energy source by bringing a star to Earth. ITER serves as a symbol of international scientific cooperation among key scientific leaders in the developed and developing world--Japan, Korea, China, E.U., India, Russia, and United States--representing 70 percent of the world's current population.   The recent elimination of funding for FY08 U.S. contributions to the ITER project comes at an inopportune time as the Agreement on the Establishment of the ITER International Fusion Energy Organization for the Joint Implementation of the ITER Project had entered into force only on October 2007. The elimination of the promised U.S. contribution drew our allies to question our commitment and credibility in international cooperative ventures. More problematically, it jeopardizes a platform for reaffirming U.S. relations with key states. It should be noted that even at the height of the cold war, the United States used science diplomacy as a means to maintain communications and avoid misunderstanding between the world's two nuclear powers--the Soviet Union and the United States. In a complex multi-polar world, relations are more challenging, the threats perhaps greater, and the need for engagement more paramount.
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Already introduced into Congress
Wall Street Journal 10-12-2010, “A visa for job creators: spurning immigrant entrepreneurs makes no economic sense,” lexis

Senators John Kerry of Massachusetts and Richard Lugar of Indiana have introduced legislation that would award a conditional green card to immigrant entrepreneurs who receive at least $250,000 from a U.S. venture capitalist. The immigrant would receive permanent residence status if the enterprise employed at least five workers or reached $1 million in revenue within a year. This would improve the status quo, but the capital requirements would still remain needlessly high. In retail and manufacturing, for example, start-up costs average $98,000 and $175,000, respectively. Mr. Anderson, a former Immigration and Naturalization Service official, says the U.S. would do better to discard capital requirements and welcome any foreign national who can present a business plan that passes muster with the Small Business Administration. As with the EB-5 visa, the individual would receive a green card only if the business created a certain number of jobs for U.S. workers within a set period of time. "There's already a pool of individuals inside the country who could stay and start companies but are blocked either because they are international students who cannot get an H-1B visa, or scientists and engineers forced to wait 12 years or more if they want a green card," said Mr. Anderson in an interview. "Isn't it better to have the next generation of products and businesses created in the United States?" Lowering U.S. barriers for foreign-born entrepreneurs can only help the economy. It would also help President Obama begin to fulfill his campaign pledge to address immigration reform. Republicans who claim to know something about job creation should welcome an opportunity to support a pro-growth immigration fix that doesn't involve "amnesty." A visa for job creators is a political and economic winner all around. 

Opponents have no clout
Patrick Thibodeau, Reporter for computer world, Computer World, 2008, “Five reasons why the H-1B visa cap will increase”
One: H-1B opponents have no clout If H-1B visas weren’t part of the larger immigration reform issue in Congress, the H-1B cap would have been increased long ago. The opponents have been piggybacking on the broader immigration debate and they know it. But the H-1B opposition is in decline even as the debate grows more intense. Five years ago, tech workers in Connecticut – many working or connected to the financial services industry (the first industry to really embrace offshoring) – organized a lobbying group, the Organization for the Rights of American Workers (TORAW). By 2003, Connecticut's congressional reps had introduced several bills – all affecting the H-1B issue. The legislation went nowhere, but Connecticut tech workers proved that an organized effort can have impact. It’s all part of history now. TORAW has disbanded, out of money and members. The broader base of opponents are alert, well connected and can fire off thoughtful, well researched emails to lawmakers at an instant, but TORAW is illustrative of the anemic state of the opposition. Opponents lack lobbying muscle in Washington. 

h-1b cp—solves science diplomacy

Solves science diplomacy

Kristin Lord, Professor International Affairs at George Washington Univ. AND Vaughan Turekian, Chief International Officer of the AAAS, 2007, “Time for a New Era of Science Diplomacy.” http://www.scienceonline.org/cgi/content/full/315/5813/769#AFF1) 

If we understand public diplomacy in these terms, the role of S&T is pivotal. Scientific education creates citizens with the critical thinking skills necessary for successful participatory governance and competition in the global economy. S&T are linked strongly with economic development (7). Zogby public opinion polls in several Middle Eastern nations, where the United States is particularly unpopular, indicate that S&T are the single most respected elements of American society (8). Social science research indicates that collaboration to solve common problems is one of the best ways to foster positive relations between groups (9). 

h-1b cp—solves workforce
Key to solve workforce crisis

AIAA, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, 2003, Informational Paper, “Recruiting, Retaining, and Developing a World-Class Aerospace Workforce” 

If talented young engineers are not recruited, retained, and developed to replace the workforce generation that is near retirement, then the U.S. stands to lose the valuable economic and critical national security benefits of the domestic aerospace industry. As shown in Figure 22, large percentages of engineers are working outside the science and engineering professions. Engineering students burdened with college loans are seeking greener pastures. As shown in Figure 33, aerospace engineering salaries are low compared to other industries. If the U.S. is to retain its edge in this industry, salaries need to rise and incentives given for entering the industry. Further, since 1980, the number of nonacademic science and engineering jobs has grown at more than four times the rate of the U.S. labor force as a whole2. With a growing number of science and engineering jobs anticipated, the supply of visas set aside under law for “highly qualified foreign workers,” – 65,000 a year4 – is not enough. A decline in student, exchange, and temporary high-skilled worker visas issued since 2001 interrupted a long-term trend of growth. The number of student visas and of temporary high-skilled worker visas issued have both declined by more than 25% since FY 2001. These declines were due both to fewer applications and to an increase in the proportion of visa applications rejected2.To add to the supply pressures of science and engineering workers in our economy, there is increased recruitment of high-skilled labor, including scientists and engineers, by many national governments and private firms. For example, in 1999, 241,000 individuals entered Japan with temporary high-skill work visas, a 75 percent increase over 1992.
Expanding VISA availability solves workforce shortages
David Thompson, President of the AIAA AND Dr. Richard Aubrecht, VP of Strategy and Technology for Moon Inc., Federal News Service, 12-10-2009, “The Aerospace Workforce” 

They currently employ about 650,000 people throughout our country. U.S. government agencies and departments engaged in aerospace research and operations add another 125,000 employees to the sector's workforce, bringing the total to over 775,000 people. Included in this number are more than 200,000 engineers and scientists -- one of the largest concentrations of technical brainpower on Earth. However, the U.S. aerospace workforce is now facing the most serious demographic challenge in his 100-year history. Simply put, today, many more older, experienced professionals are retiring from or otherwise leaving our industrial and governmental aerospace workforce than early career professionals are entering it.  This imbalance is expected to become even more severe over the next five years as the final members of the Apollo-era generation of engineers and scientists complete 40- or 45-year careers and transition to well-deserved retirements. In fact, around 50 percent of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within just the next five years. Meanwhile, the supply of younger aerospace engineers and scientists entering the industry is woefully insufficient to replace the mounting wave of retirements and other departures that we see in the near future. In part, this is the result of broader technical career trends as engineering and science graduates from our country's universities continue a multi-decade decline, even as the demand for their knowledge and skills in aerospace and other industries keeps increasing.  Today, only about 15 percent of U.S. students earn their first college degree in engineering or science, well behind the 40 or 50 percent levels seen in many European and Asian countries. Due to the dual-use nature of aerospace technology and the limited supply of visas available to highly-qualified non-U.S. citizens, our industry's ability to hire the best and brightest graduates from overseas is also severely constrained. As a result, unless effective action is taken to reverse current trends, the U.S. aerospace sector is expected to experience a dramatic decrease in its technical workforce over the next decade.
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Text: The United States federal government should (1) fund and develop the ITER, (2) accede to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. 
Accession to the Law of the Sea treaty solves leadership and multilateralism
Joint Initiative, a bipartisan group that works towards changing Ocean policy, September 2008, “Ocean Policy Priorities for a New Administration and Congress: 

Recommendations from the Joint Ocean Commission Initiative”

3. BOLSTER U.S. INTERNATIONAL LEADERSHIP By virtue of having the largest Exclusive Economic Zone in the world, the United States must be a strong leader in international ocean dialogue to ensure protection of our national economic and security interests as well as our valuable marine resources. Therefore, the United States must make it a priority to accede to the Law of the Sea Convention. There are enormous beneﬁts to U.S. participation in the Law of the Sea. First and foremost, it would give the United States a seat at the table and a leadership role in international negotiations that would immediately enhance and protect our national and economic security interests. The influence of the Convention on international activities, such as those surrounding commercial, military and environmental activities in the Arctic, is growing. However, as virtually the sole industrialized nation not party to the treaty—to which 155 nations and the European Union belong—the United States remains sidelined. Speciﬁc Policy Steps Accede to the Law of the Sea Convention. Climate change is already affecting ocean ecosystems in this country and around the world, as seen in the Arctic where melting sea ice is opening new areas for commerce and resource exploitation. By not acceding to the Convention, we are putting our national security and economic interests at stake. The U.S. Senate needs to expeditiously provide its advice and consent to the Law of the Sea Convention to secure our seat at the table as a partner and participant in international negotiations and decisions. 
Skilled S&T workers solve science diplomacy

Nina Fedoroff, Science and Technology Adviser to the Secretary of State and the Administrator of USAID, Testimony Before the House Science Subcommittee on Research and Science Education, 4-2-2008, http://www.state.gov/g/oes/rls/rm/102996.htm 

Chairman Baird, Ranking Member Ehlers, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to discuss science diplomacy at the U.S. Department of State. The U.S. is recognized globally for its leadership in science and technology. Our scientific strength is both a tool of ``soft power''--part of our strategic diplomatic arsenal--and a basis for creating partnerships with countries as they move beyond basic economic and social development. Science diplomacy is a central element of the Secretary's transformational diplomacy initiative, because science and technology are essential to achieving stability and strengthening failed and fragile states. S&T advances have immediate and enormous influence on national and global economies, and thus on the international relations between societies. Nation states, nongovernmental organizations, and multinational corporations are largely shaped by their expertise in and access to intellectual and physical capital in science, technology, and engineering. Even as S&T advances of our modern era provide opportunities for economic prosperity, some also challenge the relative position of countries in the world order, and influence our social institutions and principles. America must remain at the forefront of this new world by maintaining its technological edge, and leading the way internationally through science diplomacy and engagement. The Public Diplomacy Role of Science Science by its nature facilitates diplomacy because it strengthens political relationships, embodies powerful ideals, and creates opportunities for all. The global scientific community embraces principles Americans cherish: transparency, meritocracy, accountability, the objective evaluation of evidence, and broad and frequently democratic participation. Science is inherently democratic, respecting evidence and truth above all. Science is also a common global language, able to bridge deep political and religious divides. Scientists share a common language. Scientific interactions serve to keep open lines of communication and cultural understanding. As scientists everywhere have a common evidentiary external reference system, members of ideologically divergent societies can use the common language of science to cooperatively address both domestic and the increasingly trans-national and global problems confronting humanity in the 21st century. There is a growing recognition that science and technology will increasingly drive the successful economies of the 21st century. Science and technology provide an immeasurable benefit to the U.S. by bringing scientists and students here, especially from developing countries, where they see democracy in action, make friends in the international scientific community, become familiar with American technology, and contribute to the U.S. and global economy. For example, in 2005, over 50 percent of physical science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral researchers trained in the U.S. have been foreign nationals. Moreover, many foreign-born scientists who were educated and have worked in the U.S. eventually progress in their careers to hold influential positions in ministries and institutions both in this country and in their home countries. They also contribute to U.S. scientific and technologic development: According to the National Science Board's 2008 Science and Engineering Indicators, 47 percent of full-time doctoral science and engineering faculty in U.S. research institutions were foreign-born. Finally, some types of science--particularly those that address the grand challenges in science and technology--are inherently international in scope and collaborative by necessity. The ITER 
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Project, an international fusion research and development collaboration, is a product of the thaw in superpower relations between Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan. This reactor will harness the power of nuclear fusion as a possible new and viable energy source by bringing a star to Earth. ITER serves as a symbol of international scientific cooperation among key scientific leaders in the developed and developing world--Japan, Korea, China, E.U., India, Russia, and United States--representing 70 percent of the world's current population. The recent elimination of funding for FY08 U.S. contributions to the ITER project comes at an inopportune time as the Agreement on the Establishment of the ITER International Fusion Energy Organization for the Joint Implementation of the ITER Project had entered into force only on October 2007. The elimination of the promised U.S. contribution drew our allies to question our commitment and credibility in international cooperative ventures. More problematically, it jeopardizes a platform for reaffirming U.S. relations with key states. It should be noted that even at the height of the cold war, the United States used science diplomacy as a means to maintain communications and avoid misunderstanding between the world's two nuclear powers--the Soviet Union and the United States. In a complex multi-polar world, relations are more challenging, the threats perhaps greater, and the need for engagement more paramount. Using Science Diplomacy to Achieve National Security Objectives The welfare and stability of countries and regions in many parts of the globe require a concerted effort by the developed world to address the causal factors that render countries fragile and cause states to fail. Countries that are unable to defend their people against starvation, or fail to provide economic opportunity, are susceptible to extremist ideologies, autocratic rule, and abuses of human rights. As well, the world faces common threats, among them climate change, energy and water shortages, public health emergencies, environmental degradation, poverty, food insecurity, and religious extremism. These threats can undermine the national security of the United States, both directly and indirectly. Many are blind to political boundaries, becoming regional or global threats. The United States has no monopoly on knowledge in a globalizing world and the scientific challenges facing humankind are enormous. Addressing these common challenges demands common solutions and necessitates scientific cooperation, common standards, and common goals. We must increasingly harness the power of American ingenuity in science and technology through strong partnerships with the science community in both academia and the private sector, in the U.S. and abroad among our allies, to advance U.S. interests in foreign policy. There are also important challenges to the ability of states to supply their populations with sufficient food. The still-growing human population, rising affluence in emerging economies, and other factors have combined to create unprecedented pressures on global prices of staples such as edible oils and grains. Encouraging and promoting the use of contemporary molecular techniques in crop improvement is an essential goal for U.S. science diplomacy. An essential part of the war on terrorism is a war of ideas. The creation of economic opportunity can do much more to combat the rise of fanaticism than can any weapon. The war of ideas is a war about rationalism as opposed to irrationalism. Science and technology put us firmly on the side of rationalism by providing ideas and opportunities that improve people's lives. We may use the recognition and the goodwill that science still generates for the United States to achieve our diplomatic and developmental goals.
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No plans exist to fund ITER—and it sends a perception of US unreliability
David Pace, PhD Student in physics at UCLA. Current research involves experimental plasma physics in the UCLA Tokamak Laboratory, “The United States Will Probably Desert ITER Permanently,” http://www.davidpace.com/physics/graduate-school/us-leave-iter.htm, 1/05/08
The U.S. does not have a good track record in terms of support for ITER. In the late 1990's the U.S. joined ITER only to have withdrawn before 2000. While there were public statements about support for ITER, the Congress prevented any financial contributions when it came time to pay. When we left the project back then it endangered the entire program. The New-Scientist published an article noting the poor economic state of the other member nations and predicted that the lack of U.S. funds would doom the project. The project did not die, however, probably because most other nations have more expensive electricity than the U.S. and are therefore more inclined to invest in fusion technology. In 2005, Japan's household electricity is reported to be approximately twice as expensive as that in the United States. The U.S. rejoined the ITER project in 2003. Initially, it seemed that we would be more careful in making a commitment. Congressperson Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY) pushed an amendment through the House that called for the U.S. to delay the signing of any specific agreement until a plan for successfully completing the financial contribution was determined. During his speech to the House to argue his case, Representative Boehlert said, “But ITER is expensive. The U.S. contribution is expected to exceed $1 billion. And I want to make sure that before we commit a dime to ITER that we have a consensus on how we will find that money."“I am very, very tired of the U.S. signing on to international science agreements that we later come to regret. We’re then left with the Hobson’s choice – the Chairman will excuse the expression – the Hobson’s choice of either reneging on our international agreement or funneling money into a project we don’t actually need." Unfortunately, this amendment only required a delay in the signing of an agreement. The extra time appears not to have made any difference because we rejoined the project and once again find ourselves withholding our contribution. Congress is behind our failure to meet our commitment. Strangely enough, Boehlert predicted exactly what would happen with his quote above. He mentions the awful choice of either "reneging" on our agreement or spending the money on something that is unnecessary. When President Bush signed the bill that removed all money for ITER part of his statement included the following, "I am disappointed in the way the Congress compiled this legislation, including abandoning the goal I set early this year to reduce the number and cost of earmarks by half. Instead, the Congress dropped into the bill nearly 9,800 earmarks that total more than $10 billion." Instead of honoring our international promises we have decided, through congressional action, to leave our partners millions of dollars short. If we truly leave ITER completely, then we will keep over one billion dollars from the project. It should be noted that Boehlert was not talking about earmarks and pork-barrel projects in his speech, he actually suggested that ITER might be the unnecessary project. Still, even though not all earmarks have to be wasteful just a small percentage of the $10 billion set aside for these projects could have fulfilled our role in something to which we have already agreed. In fact, in an era where the U.S. does not always engender a favorable image in the international community we could have taken a slightly larger portion of this pot and over-contributed to the project as a sign of our desire to participate in cooperative endeavors. This is an election year, however, so no one should expect a politician to willingly divert funds away from their local districts. The combined effects of a downward moving economy, incredible financial burden of multiple military exercises, and the coming election leaves it incredibly unlikely that ITER will be funded. Congress is ending our involvement in the project as they did previously.

2nc iter good—science diplo
Lack of funding for ITER undercuts perception of US science diplomacy
Fusion Power Associates quoting a letter written by members of the U.S. fusion community to Congress, 1-4-2008, “ITER Budget Cuts Protested”, http://aries.ucsd.edu/fpa/fpn08-01.shtml) 
On January 4, 21 members of the U.S. fusion community sent a letter to members of Congress and the Executive Branch protesting the removal of funds for U.S. participation in the ITER project in the Fiscal Year 2008 appropriations bill recently signed by the President. The letter was addressed to the President's Science Advisor, John Marburger, the Secretary of Energy, Samuel Bodman, and the chairs of the Senate and House Appropriations Subcommittees on Energy and Water Development, Byron Dorgan and Peter Visclosky, respectively. Copies of the letter were sent of Department of Energy Under Secretary for Science Raymond Orbach and to all members of the Senate and House Committees on Appropriations, Energy and Natural Resources, and Science and Technology. The letter reads as follows: Despite being fully funded in the President's and in the House and Senate Appropriations measures, the Fiscal Year 2008 omnibus funding measure contains $0 for the U.S. contribution to the ITER Project. ITER is the key breakthrough project for magnetic fusion energy. The purpose of the ITER Project is to "demonstrate the scientific and technological feasibility of fusion energy for peaceful purposes." If the United States cannot participate in ITER, the U.S. will lose a centerpiece of its own fusion program, a key scientific tool for understanding a fundamental process in the universe (burning plasmas like those in the sun and stars) and the pathway to the future of fusion energy. ITER is a joint project of the China, the European Union, India, Japan, Korea, Russia and the United States. Congress authorized U.S. participation in this project in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and the President committed the United States to its approximately 10% share of the ITER construction just a few months ago. Failure by the United States to sustain its international commitments to ITER seems certain to establish the United States as an unreliable partner not only in the ITER project, but in many other areas of science. This comes at a time when the expense and scope of many critically important scientific activities suggest international partnership and cooperation. Therefore, for the sake of the international and domestic fusion effort and for the sake of the U.S. reputation in the international scientific community, we most respectfully urge that funding be provided for continued U.S. participation in ITER. Finally, as scientists concerned about the whole U.S. scientific enterprise, we also ask that funding be restored to the other areas of the Department of Energy's Office of Science. There is no doubt that scientific progress on a broad variety of fronts is essential for our nation's future. These areas of science also represent essential fronts in our understanding of the universe and the basic functioning of the world around us. 

And, that’s key to overall hegemony
Ken Steir, writer for Time, Newsweek, Mother Goose, and CNBC, Time, 3-7-2008, “Using Scientists as Diplomats”

Critics say this is particularly unfortunate at a time when science is more than ever a truly global enterprise, especially for solving challenges such as energy and climate change. The latest example of this, they claim, is Congress' recent failure to appropriate any funds this year to the $20 billion multi-national fusion power project (ITER) being constructed in southern France. The landmark R&D project is aimed at demonstrating the scientific and technical feasibility of fusion power, and the U.S. has pledged to cover 10% of the cost over 10 years. "That's unbelievable, a major international agreement, you worked on it for 24 years — that just confirms in people's mind our reputation as a really lousy international partner," said Norman Neureiter, who has had key roles in Washington's science and technology policy for over 40 years. "For the leading scientific nation in the world to have a reputation like that is really destructive in my view."
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LOST checks back the terminal impacts of multilateralism—it also guarantees US primacy in international multilateral organizations
Scott Bergerson, fmr. director of the U.S. Coast Guard Academy’s Institute for Leadership, Adjunct senior research scholar at Columbia, Adjunct Senior Research Scholar, Center for Energy, Council Special Report Vol. 46, May 2009, “The National Interest and the Law of the Sea”
As the next section of this report details, acceding to the convention would advance a long list of national security, economic, and environmental issues of strategic importance to the United States. Beyond establishing the rules for territorial seas and exclusive economic zones, the convention establishes regimes for managing shipping fleets, fish, and pollutants that do not abide by national boundaries. The Law of the Sea Convention includes specific provisions guaranteeing freedom of navigation for merchant fleets and navies, and sets firm limits on jurisdiction to prevent “creeping sovereignty” by a few aggressive coastal states eager to unilaterally extend their authority seaward. The convention is used to prosecute pirates and is the basis for the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) to interdict weapons of mass destruction (WMD). In addition to these traditional geostrategic issues, the convention is also germane to a host of other ocean uses, some traditional and others new. It governs commercial activities on, in, and under the world’s oceans. With one-third of the world’s oil and gas already produced offshore, this is especially important, as the future of hydrocarbon extraction is in ever-deeper waters. The convention establishes the jurisdictional framework for rules governing this industry operating on the extended continental shelf. Deep-seabed mining is also an emerging industry, and the convention establishes, together with the 1994 agreement on implementation, the legal regime for extracting resources from the ocean floor. The International Seabed Authority (ISA), created by the convention, introduces chambered voting, a permanent seat for the United States in the executive decision-making bodies, and the power to block adoption of rules and budgets that are counter to U.S. interests. The convention is also crucial for helping to manage commercial uses yet to be envisioned. Innovation and new technologies have played an essential role in sustaining U.S. prosperity and preeminence, and American entrepreneurs will undoubtedly discover future opportunities in the oceans. 
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US space program decline is helping out the Russian aerospace sector

Kevin O’Flynn, writer for Russia Now, 4-6-10, The Telegraph“Space programme: American astronauts hitching a ride with Russia's Soyuz,” 
While Moscow expands its space programme and designates 2011 as the year of the Russian cosmonaut, the United States is cutting back on its investment in space exploration and preparing for increased cooperation with the Russians On April 2, new Soyuz crew members, two Russians and one American, launched from the Baikonur Cosmodrome in Kazakhstan. Circling the planet, the crew will engage in intense cooperation unknown on the ground. Down on earth, Russian-American space cooperation has increased, but there is also unease as the power of the players is shifting. Russia will fuel space exploration once again, while the US vision appears dampened. America is relying more and more on the Russian federal space programme for key assistance. As the United States reprioritises its programmes, the country will rely on Russia to take its astronauts into space. Nasa has long spent more money on more programmes than Russia's space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed Nasa's dreams of returning to the moon. Building new spacecraft for the exploration of Mars is again a flight of fancy. At the same time, the Russian space industry is once more feeling the warm glow of state backing. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity. 

And, Russia is key to the ISS
Mark Rosenow AND Richard Whiting, public policy at Harvard, 2005, “Reevaluating the Process an Assessment of the Iran Nonproliferation Act and Its Impact on the International Space Station Program”
The next sacrifice was the fiscally sensible use of comparative advantage. Russian contractors, in particular Energia and Krunichev, are comprised of a highly skilled and educated workforce. The efforts of this staff have produced many of the scientific discoveries and technologies that have made construction and maintenance of the ISS possible. And by design, use of these materials in balance with those developed in the U.S. was the guiding philosophy behind the ISS -the joint and complimentary implementation of American and Russian technology and scientific ambition. By severely limiting the allowable contribution from its partner, the U.S. made it necessary that any future repairs or additions to the ISS would have to either fit within the limits of the INA or be built domestically. Coupling the realization that Boeing often charges two and three times as much as its Russian counterpart with the shrinking balance of the original contract provides a global business perspective increasingly critical toward the INA.

Brain drain destroys the Russian economy 

Illarion Simonov, staff writer, 3-10-2011, “Why do young scientists leave Russia?” 

Let’s take the Eurovision Song Contest 2009. They invested 42 million dollars and received 24 hours of glory, not more. Yes, they did surprise everyone, I admit. But was not that surprise too expensive? Perhaps it would have been better to spend the money on some more important issues? On Russia’s brain drain, for example. More precisely, on what would help keep young scientists within the country. Only over the last three decades, our country has lost a third of its scientific potential. And from 1999 to 2004, around 25 thousand scientists left Russia, not counting the 30,000 that had gone abroad to work under contracts. According to official statistics, already about 700-800 thousand scientists from Russia are employed overseas. And if earlier they used to leave by themselves or with their families at best, now they are leaving their country in teams, laboratories and groups.  According to the UN scientists’ estimates, as reported by rys-arhipelag.ucoz.ru, the departure of just one of such genii overseas from Russia inflicts a loss to the state in the amount of 300-800 thousand dollars. And the rector of Moscow State University, academician V. Sadovnichy, says that the training of only one such world-class specialist means that Moscow State University has to shell out $400 thousand. So, is not it time to have the problem solved, or at least to look into the causes? 
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Accidental nuclear launch

Steven David, Prof PoliSci @ JHU, 1999, “Internal War: Causes and Cures”, July, https://muse.jhu.edu/journals/world_politics/related/v049/49.4er_brown.html

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. Nonuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.
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Russia adopting policies to attract high-skilled workers in S&T now
Boris Babanov, Staff writer for RIA Novosti, 5-14-2010, “Brain drain reversed: will foreign professionals come to Russia?”

But will Russia attract the professionals the government dreams of - the engines to drive modernization and innovation? Such professionals are in demand in every developed country. "Research professionals will arrive from India, South Asia, Africa and Europe," said Yelena Tyuryukanova, a migration expert at the Russian Academy of Sciences' Institute for Socioeconomic Problems. Not all of them can find good jobs in the United States or other countries that may seem more attractive in many respects than Russia. Working for three or four years in Russia gives them an opportunity for career growth that would have taken them ten years to arrive at in any other country. A 30%-50% salary rise and a substantial compensation package will sweeten the difficulties of moving to Russia. Are foreigners willing to come to Russia? A 2009 survey by The Network suggests that only 7% of respondents would agree. Out of these, about 70% would agree to move to get a higher salary, and 58% are attracted by career growth. The survey put Russia in 32nd place in the ranking of 35 potential work destinations. The most attractive ones are the United States, the United Kingdom and Canada. It is encouraging that 75% of the professionals that would agree to come to Russia have higher education degrees: the bachelor's or master's. A quarter of them are IT specialists - engineers, programmers and software developers. Many business executives are willing to come to Russia as well. Specifically, Finnish, Latvian and Ukrainian professionals named Russia as the most attractive country they would like to work in. Curiously enough, whatever their current occupation in their home country, one in three people surveyed mentioned they planned to work as consultant or manager in Russia. 
And, that’s causing workers to come back to Russia
Ekaterina Staroverova, Russia and India Report, 3-31-2010, “Brain-gain in demand”

 “IT project managers have, for many years, migrated to work abroad for large organisations or outsourcing companies. But, because of the crisis, which led to layoffs and salary reductions, many are considering moving back to their homeland,” says Denis Roshchin, partner at Triolit, a management recruiting company. He notes a recent significant increase in the number of applications coming from job seekers with foreign experience who are now searching for a job in Russia. Job seekers from Europe and the United States write that they are ready to lead and develop projects in their home country. “Workers lost the stability level, which they enjoyed before the crisis,” explains Roshchin. Russian companies are willing to offer similar rewards: an IT project manager could receive a monthly salary of $5,000-10,000, which is similar to their salary abroad. Moreover, Russian companies are able to offer their staff to develop some large-scale and interesting projects, which seldom happened before. Many experts return when their company opens a branch in Russia. According to Marina Lukyantseva of Morgan Hunt, a staffing and recruiting company, an employer benefits greatly from having such an employee on their team, provided this is an international business. “Companies that have operated on the international level have always employed people with Western experience, education, as well as expatriates,” she noted. All photos by Oksana Yushko Click to stop the slideshow. Click again to continue. Experts believe, young brilliant high-tech talents are badly needed for modernisation of the country and stopping the brain drain is crucial for the its future. The modernisation is a central component of the political agenda in today’s Russia, and a number of decisions have been recently taken to follow this route. One of them is the launch a large scientific centre that will pioneer the country's research and innovation, a Russia’s answer to Silicon Valley. The high-tech town for young and creative scientists and businesspeople will be built from scratch near Moscow. It will lead research in areas considered critical for Russia's modernisation. 

politics links—public
Voters do not support new NASA spending.

Houston Chronicle, 6-17-2008, ‘NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds’

Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found.  The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives.  The Gallup survey — released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget — undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015.  The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017 — at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972. 

Public does not support investments in space exploration.
Peter B. Mortensen, The Policy Studies Journal Vol. 37(3), 2009
From a reelection perspective, an issue accorded declining congressional attention may not be all that important. Public attention tends to fluctuate with the tides of congressional debates, and if congressional attention to an issue declines the issue probably also gets less attention outside Congress (see Bennett, 1990).3 Even though the public as a whole hold rather consistent policy positions on a broad set of issues (see Page & Shapiro, 1992), the collective attention of the public in any given year is limited to a quite narrow set of issues (McCombs, 2004, p. 41). Hence, Congress has a certain amount of leeway to legislate as it sees fit on many issues without being held responsible even by an electorate voting retrospectively.4 A macropolitical venue like Congress nevertheless attracts considerable outside attention, and hence, reelection concerns about a given issue increase with increased Congressional attention to that issue (see Redford, 1969, chap. V).When that happens, it seems plausible that a majority of congressional policymakers seek to change policies to better reflect the attitudes of the U.S. public on such issues. The implication for spending changes is that popular spending domains in which a majority of the U.S. public prefer increased spending—such as crime, health, education, or environmental issues (see Table 2)—benefit in terms of monetary appropriations because of increased congressional attention. These implications coincide with those derived earlier from the disproportionate information processing model. Even more interesting are spending domains where a majority of voters prefer less public spending. Contrary to conventional wisdom, voters actually do express preferences for public spending cuts, although the number of policy areas is rather small compared with the number of policy areas in which voters prefer increased spending (see Table 2). Nevertheless, based on the assumption of reelection-oriented representation, the prediction is that congressional attention peaks would tend to be followed by spending cuts on these particu-lar issues. Thus, unpopular spending domains where a majority of the public always prefers less spending—such as investments in space exploration, foreign aid, and welfare (see Table 2)—are expected to suffer when congressional attention increases.

politics links—spending
Spending on space exploration would be controversial

Eric Hedman. Chief Technology Officer @ Logic Design Corporation. “The politics and ethics of spending money on space exploration” December 19, 2005. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/520/1] AC
“We shouldn’t spend money on space exploration until we’ve solved our problems here on Earth”. If I had a nickel for every time I’ve heard or read the previous sentence or variations of it, I would have a very big pile of nickels. I just heard it again recently. It is the kind of reasoning that would have Christopher Columbus still waiting for the go ahead on his expeditions.Spending on space exploration frequently triggers strong emotions on both sides of the questions. In my mind it triggers the question, “What is the appropriate level of spending on NASA?” When I was in grade school and inspired by the Apollo program, Asimov’s Foundation Trilogy, and Clarke’s 2001: A Space Odyssey; I assumed that by the turn of the millennium space travel would be far more advanced than it currently is. Space travel isn’t the only technology that didn’t meet expectations. As Avery Brooks asked in an IBM commercial back at the turn of the millennium, “Where are the flying cars? I was promised flying cars.” Twenty-five years ago many people assumed we would have solved the problem of generating power using nuclear fusion by now. Predictions of the level of technology advancement in specific fields are notoriously inaccurate for a number of reasons. Unexpected problems, bad decisions, and insufficient funding are probably three of the biggest reasons when technology doesn’t advance as we expect. It is apparent that many people are apparently not satisfied with the progress that has been made in space exploration. I have to admit that I am one of them. Since the launch of Discovery in the return to flight, several major newspapers around the country have run op-ed pieces and editorials about what should happen with the space shuttle and its replacement. Some people are suggesting that the shuttle program should end right now with the money being diverted to accelerate the development of the Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV). Some are even suggesting that we abandon the ISS and hand it over to our international partners… I would like to see NASA get a significant extra boost in spending to get past the transition from flying the shuttle to the CEV. I doubt that anything of great significance will happen in this area. Given that realization, Michael Griffin and his staff have to make hard decisions as to what will be the most effective way to spend the amount allotted. The President and Congress have to use their judgment as to how money gets allocated to each agency with spending guidelines and missions. Like any compromise and negotiated deals, there will always be people unhappy with the outcome. Proponents and agencies need to always fight for more because if they don’t, they will get less because there is always an alternative use for the money they get.

spending links
Shuttles are ineffective—expensive and ineffective 
Jeremy Hsu, Innovation Daily Senior Writer, Space.com, 4-11-2011, “Total Cost of NASA's Space Shuttle Program: Nearly $200 Billion”

A final tally of the space shuttle program's lifetime costs puts the price tag at $1.5 billion per flight, a new analysis shows. The analysis reveals that, as of the end of 2010, the space agency had spent more than $192 billion on the fleet since its inception in 1971, researchers said. That suggests that by the end of this year, which includes three more shuttle missions, NASA will have spent $196.5 billion on its storied space shuttle program. On April 12, NASA will celebrate the 30th anniversary of the space shuttle program. But despite all of its accomplishments, it never came close to meeting its expectations. The space shuttle was originally sold to Congress as a vehicle that could make spaceflight cheap and frequent, said Roger Pielke Jr., a science policy expert at the University of Colorado in Boulder who led the new analysis. "Consider that it was originally expected to fly into space about once per week," Pielke told SPACE.com in an e-mail. "Its actual flight rate was one-tenth of that. It was never like an airliner." 

Funding a shuttle program would be like funding a new AIG and auto industry bailout every ten years
AP, Associated Press, Fox News, 7-5-2011, “Space Shuttle Total Cost More Than AIG Bailout, Less Than War”
For that $196 billion, America got five space shuttles and what will be 135 flights, when the last launch scheduled for July 8 is included. That figure includes design and construction spending dating back 40 years to when the program was first conceived. When all of that's included, the cost per launch is about $1.5 billion. If you exclude those early expenses and costs for upgrades and so forth, the average operating cost of a shuttle flight is $847 million. So even at the cheaper calculation, each shuttle launch on average costs more than the $800 million that the U.S. Food and Drug Administration spends in an entire year on food safety. The overall $196 billion is also slightly more than the $182 billion bailout of failed insurance giant AIG and much more than the $45 billion apiece that went to Bank of America and Citigroup to shore them up in 2008 when the nation's financial system was teetering on the brink. It dwarfs the $49.5 billion rescue of General Motors and the $12.5 billion bailout of Chrysler. Compared to other big engineering concepts, even when adjusted for inflation, the space shuttle program may have gotten less bang for more bucks. The Apollo program to the moon cost $156 billion, the Manhattan project that created the first nuclear bomb cost about $29 billion, and digging the Panama Canal cost $8 billion, according to the Smithsonian Institution. America got the moon, the bomb, and the canal for a total of $193 billion -- $3 billion less than the space shuttle. But compared to other federal spending, the space shuttle barely gets off the ground in terms of big money. In 2010, Medicare spent $196 billion in about five months. The 40-year lifetime price tag of the space shuttle program is less than one-sixth the government's $1.2 trillion estimate for the Iraq and Afghanistan wars so far. The current federal budget deficit is heading for about $1.4 trillion -- seven times the shuttle program's overall cost. Experts put the cost to federal coffers of the 2001 tax cut at somewhere between $1 trillion and $2 trillion. For a more down-to-Earth comparison, the space shuttle doesn't quite measure up to the family car. It costs about 59 cents a mile to drive a car on average, according to AAA. The cost of the 535 million miles flown by the space shuttle is about $361 per mile. 
spending links
Each shuttle cost billions—and the startup costs were almost 15 billion
AFP Staff Writers, Space Travel: Exploration and Tourism, 7-3-2011, “High costs, mixed record for US space shuttle”

The US space shuttle is the most complex and costly flying machine ever built, and although it helped build a pioneering space outpost it also kept Americans confined to low Earth orbit for 30 years. As the shuttle program prepares to retire after Atlantis takes off toward the International Space Station for a final time in July, the legacy recounted in history books is likely to show both successes and failures, experts say. "I think the shuttle program record is mixed," John Logsdon, external adviser to the White House and former head of the Space Policy Institute George Washington University, told AFP. "The highlight of the shuttle program was demonstrating the ability of astronauts to do useful things in space," he said. "The real failure of the shuttle was to live up to its original promises of being affordable and routine." The three-decade space shuttle program, NASA's most enduring project in its 50 years of existence, cost a total of $208 billion (in 2010 dollars) compared to $151 billion spent on Apollo which put Americans on the moon in 1969. 
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